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AN ARCHEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATE TWO ROUTE
OF THE COLUMBIA SOUTHEASTERN BELTWAY
RICHLAND-LEXINGTON COUNTIES, SOUTH CAROLINA, AUGUST, 1974
by David G. Anderson
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INTRODUCTION
At the request of the South Carolina Highway Department, the
Institute of Archeology and Anthropology conducted an intensive archeological site survey in August, 1974 along the Alternate Two route of
the proposed Southeastern Columbia Beltway. This survey was performed
in compliance with federal legislation (the National Environmental
Policy Act) which requires that an Environmental Impact Statement be
filed before approval can be granted any project involving federal
funds. Data derived from this survey will be utilized in the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.
This survey was undertaken as part of a continuing program of
cooperative interaction between the South Carolina Highway Department
and the Institute of Archeology and Anthropology. A formal agreement
between the two organizations was established on February 1, 1974;
this agreement included provisions for the archeological investigation
of highway construction areas throughout the state. This survey is
but one of a number of studies that have been recently undertaken as
a result of this agreement (e.g. Asreen 1974; Bianchi 1974).
The purpose of the survey was to locate any archeological sites
within the area to be affected by highway construction activity, and
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to provide reco~endations for the effective ~itigation of construction
impact upon those sites located. A second purpose of the survey was
to develop a refined archeological site surveying procedure and to
acquire data from the archeological resources that would be of value
in answering specific questions about culture history and cultural
process within the survey area. Following the line of reasoning expounded by Schiffer, it is argued here that:
••• if contract archeology is indeed to become
archeology then it ~ust study human behavior and
material culture; it must do so with modern ~ethod
and theory; it must organize its activities and
personnel efficiently to achieve its goals; it must
report widely its findings; and above all, it must
be subject to the same canons of scientific rigor
that are applied to all archeological endeavors
(Schiffer and House 1975: 6).
Such an orientation is in keeping with the tradition and spirit that
have shaped archeological research and investigation. This report has
attempted to adhere to such a spirit in its orientation.
All artifacts, notes, site reports, maps, and other data recovered
as a result of this survey are on file at the Institute of Archeology
and Anthropology, University of South Carolina.

THE STUDY AREA:

AN OVERVIEW

Locations and Boundaries of the Study Area
The area surveyed extends fro~ a point roughly 400 feet north of
Gill's Creek on S.C. Route 48 in Richland County to 1-26 in Lexington
County, just to the south of the U.S. 321 exit. From S.C. Route 48
the proposed route runs southwest for two and a half miles, crossing
the Congaree River to the south of the City of Columbia's Sewage Treatment Plant. Across the river the route swings to the west in the
vicinity of Congaree Creek and runs west for about three miles until
it intersects 1-26 (Figs. 1-2).
In addition to the right-of-way, which extends for roughly 200
feet on either side of the centerline, the survey area included the
land on either side of the right-of~ay up to a minimum of 500 feet
away from it. Such nearby areas were included because of their possible utilization during highway construction as equipment parking and
storage areas or as possible sources of road-fill.
At a number of locations along the Alternate Two route interchanges connecting secondary roads with the beltway were proposed.
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Alternate 2 Beltway Route in Lexington County.
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The vic~nity of these interchanges was investigated and the routes of
the connectors:t although outside of the sponsor's area of concern,
were surveyed or traced for about a thousand feet to determine their
impact on known archeological sites in the general area. This last
procedure was undertaken when casual inspection of the Alternate Two
route maps indicated that proposed connectors would intercept a number of previously reported and potentially significant archeological
sites.
Local Environment and Geographic Setting
The area surveyed lies just below the Fall Line in the extreme
upper reaches of the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province
(after Fenneman 1938). The Fall Line is the geologic boundary separating the Piedmont physiographic province from the Coastal Plain,
and reflects a sudden change in the underlying lithology. Here the
Mesozoic crystalline rocks of the Piedmont dip sharply and pass underneath the relatively recent Tertiary marls and unconsolidated sediments
of the Coastal Plain (Cooke 1936: 1-5).
This geologic setting provides an important backdrop for the
activities of man in the immediate survey area. The rivers at the
Fall Line in this region are wide and shallow and are characterized
by rocks, shoals, and minor rapids (Cooke 1936: 3). For prehistoric
peoples traveling up and down the river the area is an ideal fording
place. Lying on the boundary between two different physiographic provinces, each with somewhat distinctive resources, the area under consideration proved to be an ideal settlement base for people traveling
back and forth between the two regions.
Of particular historic importance, the Fall Line marks the farthest
extent inland to which large boats can travel without the need for
elaborate locks or portages. Many modern cities are located on the
Fall Line and reflect an early recognition of the value of these avenues of commerce. The city of Columbia, lying on the Fall Line and at
the junction of the Broad and Saluda Rivers, was founded with due consideration of these factors (Jones 1971: 121).
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The area covered in the survey consists for the most part of wide,
flat, low-lying fields located on the eastern and western sides of
the Congaree River about three miles below Columbia. On the eastern
side of the river, in Richland County, the terrain is extremely flat
and featureless. Much of the land on this side of the river is reclaimed marshland under intensive cultivation. A number of ditches
drain the area, and near the river a line of massive earthworks which
serve as flood control devices begin. Stands of oak and gum and an
occasional pine are located along drainage ditches and on and near
the flood control earthworks, whose construction generated a large
number of flanking swampy borrow-pits.
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On the western side of the river in Lexington County the terrain
is more varied. The river channel is constrained by bluffs 10~15
feet high, beyond which are flat to rolling low-lying fields. The
terrain rises gently moving to the west, with rolling hills and an
occasional knoll elevated 100 or more feet above the river floodplain
in the vicinity of 1-26. The principle drainage on this side of the
river is Congaree Creek, which flows to the south and parallel to the
Congaree River at the point at which the Alternate Two route intercepts
it. About a thousand feet to the north of this point (Fig. 1) the
creek channel turns to the west and runs in this direction for several
miles, roughly parallel to the route of the Alternate.
The right-of-way on this side of the river, particularly at the
eastern end, is characterized by low-lying fields and swamps. To the
north of the survey area, however, the land rises slightly to a low
ridgeline overlooking Congaree Creek, which meanders through a dense
swamp. Several small seasonal streams enter the creek along its
course. This ridge1ine, elevated above all but the severest floods,
yielded large quantities of artifacts during previous surveys in the
area (Anderson, Michie and Trink1ey 1974), sites 38LXSO, 38LX54 ,
38LX6l and 38LX62 being located along it (Fig. 1).
Almost the entire length of the survey area is in cultivation;
the only exceptions being excessively swampy areas along Congaree
Creek or its tributaries and where dense stands of hardwoods clog
drainage ditches. During late summer when the survey was made
almost all of the fields were grown up in soybeans; in the winter
and spring wheat constitutes the primary cash crop. The area has
been extensively cultivated and bottom-plowed in recent years, and
abandoned farmhouses and barns of late nineteenth and early twentieth
century vintage indicate a long use of the land.
The soils of the survey area are fine alluvial silts and loamy
sands deposited by frequent flooding of the low-lying terrain by the
Congaree River and the Congaree Creek (Craddock and Ellerbe 1966).
The possibility exists that some areas of these deposits may have
considerable depth and contain stratified archeological deposits.
Recent excavations undertaken in this area by Anderson, Michie, and
Trink1ey (1974) and Trinkley (n.d.) indicate that this is the case
in certain areas.
The area under consideration is presently rich farmland capable
of supporting crops on a year-round basis. Occasional flooding,
which occurs in spite of elaborate drainage and flood control devices,
deposits fresh alluvium and serves to replenish the soil. That the
area offered excellent potential for farming in the past is highly
probable.
Along the creeks and in the swamps hardwood stands of oak, gum,
and some cypress exist. The area is rich in small animal life and
occasionally deer are seen. Alligators have been spotted deep within
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the creek swamp and fish are abundant in its waters. In the past the
area almost certainly sheltered a biotic community at least as rich as
the one at the present time. Judging by the extent of modern drainage
ditches throughout the area, it is safe to say that the extent of
swampland was far greater on both sides of the river in the past.
Cultural History -- Prehisto!ic
Modern archeological science has convincingly demonstrated that
man has lived in the New World for at least 12,000 years (Haynes 1967).
These early inhabitants are widely thought of as "big-game" ice age
hunters who wandered over vast areas hunting now extinct species of
large mammals such as mammoth, mastodon, and dire wolf. This interpretation has been called to question recently (Gardner 1974: 41),
but is generally accepted (Griffin 1967).
This "big-game" hunting or Paleo-Indian tradition came to an end
about 10,000 years ago because of two possibly related factors -- the
retreat of the continental ice sheets and the extinction of the associated megafauna. Archeological evidence for the existence of the
Paleo-Indian tradition in South Carolina has been noted in the past
(Waddell 1965) and has recently been well documented from all across
the state (Michie n.d.). Near the immediate area of the survey, PaleoIndian artifacts (Clovis, Dalton and Suwanee projectile points) have
been recovered on the surface at sites 38LX50, 38LX19, (Anderson,
Michie and Trinkley 1974) and 38LXl (Michie 1970).
After the retreat of the glaciers the inhabitants slowly, over
thousands of years, settled into a seasonal pattern of plant and
animal exploitation that became increasingly efficient over time.
This period, from about ten to three thousand years ago, is known as
the Archaic and was characterized by a climate and a biotic community
similar to that of the present day. Archaic sites are quite common
and are reported from allover South Carolina. Within and near the
survey area a number of Archaic sites are reported and two have been
excavated -- 38LX2 (Michie 1969) and 38LX50 (Anderson, Michie and
Trinkley 1974).
About three thousand years ago the Archaic way of life came to
an end. During the seven or eight thousand years it had existed,
people living in the area had become efficiently adapted to the local
environment as they gradually came to know and appreciate its potential (Caldwell 1958). A number of factors arose about 3,000 years
ago which altered the situation and gave rise to a new and somewhat
altered pattern of life.
By 1000 B.C. and thereafter new technological elements such as
the use of ceramics, the bow, and agricultural food production began
to appear in the eastern United States. These traits, coupled with
an apparent increase in a sedentary life style along with a complex
social organization, hallmarked the Woodland Period. This period
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The 500 or so years prior to effective European colonization in
the seventeenth century saw the appearance of elaborate ceremonial
centers throughout the southeast and a complex, possibly chiefdom
level, social organization (Griffin 1967). This final period is
called the Mississippian for the river along and near which the largest sites of this period have been found. The Mississippian tradition in this area is referred to as the South Appalachian Mississippian
because of the distinctive characteristics that are found in ceramic
and other artifacts (Holmes 1903; Ferguson 1971).
A number of Woodland sites are noted within the immediate area
of the survey, and excavations have been undertaken at two of them -38LX2 and 38LX50 -- both of which have~ as was noted, Archaic materials.
A large number of Woodland sites (Table 1) are located in the survey
area or close by, as well as four Mississippian sites -- 38LX5, 38LX30,
38LX68, and 38RD87 -- but none of them appear to exhibit elaborate
mounds or earthworks such as are occasionally found on sites of this
period in other parts of the state (Ferguson 1971).
Cultural History -- Historic
Beginning about 1520 European explorers began to appear in the
South Carolina area. It was not until 1670, however, with the settlement of Charles Towne, that permanent colonization occurred. Prior
to this there are accounts of Spanish, French, and English activities,
but these records tell little about the Indians of the region.
With the English colonization, settlement in the interior of the
state quickly proceeded. By 1718 a garrison was established in the
immediate area of the survey, somewhere on Congaree Creek, to ensure
quiet relations with the local Indian groups and to protect and encourage the lucrative deer skin trade (Logan 1859: 244-246). The
exact location of this garrison has never been found, but is believed
to lie in an area to the north of the Alternate Two right-of-way
(Anderson, Michie, and Trinkley 1974; Trinkley n.d.) (Fig. 1).
Active settlement in the South Carolina upcountry began in the
first half of the eighteenth century. Under the "township scheme" of
Governor Robert Johnson the town of Saxe Gotha was laid out just to
the north of Congaree Creek. By 1735 settlement of the township,
mostly by German immigrants, had begun, and by 1748 some 200 people
lived in the area (Jones 1971: 52-53; Central Midlands Historic Preservation Survey 1974: 132-134). Near the old 1718 garrison a
trading company was established by Thomas Brown about 1733. This
post lasted over 20 years and made the immediate area a focus for the
Indian trade (Central Midlands Historic Preservation Survey 1974: 132).
Trinkley (n.d.) has located the deeds for tracts of land along the
creek; these records indicate a settlement in the immediate area of
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TABLE I

Archeological Si.tes in the Survey ·AI:ea
Site

Paleo ...
Indian

AI:chaic
Period

Woodl.and
and SAM**

381X5*

x

38LX61*

x

Undifferentiated
Prehistoric 1

Historic ...
18th Century

Modern2

38LX62*

x

x

38LX82

x

x

38LX54*

x

x

x

38LX81

X

X

X

X

38LX19*

X

X

X

-x

38LX50*

X

X

X

38LX64*

X

38LX63*

X

38LX80

X

X

X

38LX83

X

38LX30*

X

X

X

X

38LX69

X

X

38RD87

X

X

38LX68

38RD86

x

X

X

X

X

38RD85
38RD84

X

X

X

X

X

*Site reported previously in Anderson, Michie and Trinkley 1974.
**South Appalachian Mississippian period.
1Tbis refers to sites with no culture-historically diagnostic prehistoric artifacts,
only yielding, for example, scatters of flakes, firecracked rock and tools.
2"Modern" refers to sites with ceramics that are recognizable as being of the 19th
century or later.
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the survey by at least l735.
Settlement in th~ area was continuous after 1735, although it
tended to favor areas further removed from the low-lying floodplain
of the Congaree River than originally settled (Central Midlands
Historic Preservation Survey 1974: 134). Archeological sites with
materials dating to the eighteenth century had been located by the
Institute of Archeology, prior to this survey, at 38LX30, 38LX50,
and 38LX68.
Near the end of the Civil War a series of earthworks and fortifications was constructed along Congaree Creek guarding the southern
approach to Columbia, and a sharp skirmish was fought here on February 15, 1965.
Recent occupation of the area has been sparse, with most of the
land given over to farming. A number of abandoned and overgrown
farm buildings are in the area, indicating a higher population earlier
in the present century. Only a couple of families live in the locality,
and aside from farming and hunting activities, the area is deserted
most of the year.
The immediate area of the survey, it may be seen, has been occupied by Europeans during the historic period for over 250 years, and
before that was occupied for almost 12,000 years at least on an occasional basis. All across the area are found traces of these earlier
occupations; and in the Inventory a number of sites are discussed and
all of those affected by the highway route are reported.

RESEARCH ORIENTATION
The particular research objective of this survey was to locate,
delimit, and quantitatively sample the artifact populations on each
site as encountered. By using the data obtained, a method of making
comparisons between sites in the subject area, as well as determining
intra-site artifact distribution and variability, is put forth.
The orientation and execution of the field procedures utilized in
the survey of the Alternate Two Beltway route reflect a deep concern
for the meaningful gathering and interpretation of archeological data.
Implicit in the reasoning that follows is the thought that:
••• problem-oriented research design can and _should
be operationalized at every stage of contract
research, from the preliminary survey to the multidisciplinary mitigation project (Schiffer and House
1975).
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The explicit purpose of this survey was to locate and delimit
any archeological sites that might be endangered by the construction
of the beltway along the Alternate Two route. The usual approach to
such a task has been to determine the size and location of the sites,
and to make a general surface collection of artifacts to gain some
impression of the site's periods of occupation or purpose. Additional
data on the nature of the site and its surroundings is recorded by
the investigator in the field.
This method of data collection is traditional to American archeology (c.f. MUeller 1974: 1-6) and in common use by investigators
today (Hemmings 1970; Ryan 1971; Ferguson & Luttrell 1973; Anderson,
Michie and Trinkley 1974; Asreen 1974; Bianchi 1974). I feel that as
a technique for gathering archeological data it has serious weaknesses
that must be compensated for in future research. Others (Binford
1964, 1970; Mueller 1974; Schiffer and House 1975; South 1973) have
explored this same problem and much of what follows is based on their
work.
In my op1n10n perhaps the single most significant defect of the
traditional approach to archeological sites survey lies in the almost
universal tendency of the investigators to use subjective terminology
to convey information on artifact occurrence and density on the surfaces
of reported sites. Unless quantitative techniques are utilized such
descriptions depend for their interpretive significance on the competence and eloquence of the investigator.
A second problem with the data that is recovered in the traditional fashion lies in the framework in which it is collected. Samples are usually collected in a non-representative fashion, in a manner
conducive to only one level of investigation, that being the placement of the site in a temporal perspective through the intentional
collection of diagnostic artifacts, with less emphasis on other categories of remains.
The gradual recognition of these problems with existing methods
and the recognition of a need for better data became obvious over a
period of several months while analyzing collections of artifacts from
the immediate area of this survey and from allover the Coastal Plain
of South Carolina (Anderson 1974). In addition, for the past year the
writer, together with James L. Michie and Michael Trinkley, has worked
on an intensive archeological survey and series of test excavations
along Congaree Creek to determine the nature of the prehistoric and
early historic occupation of this locality. A previous report (Anderson,
Michie and Trink1ey 1974) of a survey along the Alternate One Beltway
route, running about a thousand feet to the north of the Alternate
Two route, recounts some of this activity.
As part of the investigations of the Alternate One Beltway route,
the immediate area up to 2,000 feet south of the creek between the
Congaree River and 1-26 was combed for archeological sites. During
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this previous. survey sites were first located~ and the areal extent
of artifacts on the surface· was determined. This was usually done
while collecting.
A surface collection was then made with the aim of
collecting a "representative" sample (supposedly representing everything that was visible) and a "diagnostic" one (diagnostic in that the
artifacts could be placed into existing typological frameworks and
hence place the site in a relative cultural and temporal framework).
Concentrations of artifacts were subjectively described and the locations of these areas noted approximately on sketch maps of each particular site.
The collection procedure yielded an impressive quantity of artifacts from each site. In addition, the area had long proved to be a
"goldmine" for relic collectors and from their collections an even
more impressive array of artifacts was made available for study.
Clearly what was on the surface of each site, as well as the area of
artifact coverage, was apparently well known.
Lmmediate problems arose in the analysis of artifacts when comparisons between sites began. Although the surface area of each site
was well known, and an impressive collection of artifacts had been
gathered from each, it was impossible to determine from the collections alone which sites were either densely or sparsely covered with
artifacts. Because no time-per-unit-area records were kept while
collecting, it was impossible to reliably discern real underlying
differences in artifact densities both within and between sites.
One goal of the investigation, therefore, was to develop a site
collection procedure that would avoid these difficulties inherent in
the traditional approach. This does not mean that the terms of the
survey contract were neglected; on the contrary, it is felt that any
economically and theoretically reasonable orientation and methodology
that can provide a firmer data base upon which the appraisal of
archeological resources can be made is to be desired.

METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION
Preliminary Document Search
Prior to actual field investigations a search of relevant documents for possible known and reported historic and prehistoric sites
within the survey area was made. Archeological site files and records
at the Institute of Archeology and Anthropology were consulted, as
were historical documents and summaries of the central South Carolina
area available at the South Caro1iniana Library, University of South
Carolina (Central Midlands Regional Planning Council 1974; Jones 1971;
Logan 1960; Mills 1965). In addition to these documents a review of
the research notes and records of the Archeological Society of South
Carolina's 1974 field season of survey and excavation in the Congaree
Creek area was made. Mr. James L. Michie and Mr. Michael B. Trink1ey
are to be thanked especially for their assistance.

136

Field Techniques
Survey procedure consisted of walking over the route of the rightof-way and adjoining areas and examining the ground for evidence of
archeological sites which in this area are usually characterized by
artifact scatters or structural remains such as earthworks or house
foundations or frames. Upon encountering a site the areal extent of
it was determined and the location recorded on large scale (1" = 200')
maps of the area provided by the South Carolina Highway Department.
A brief description of the site and its surroundings was then entered
into the field notes.
Artifact collection procedure entailed two formats. The areal
extent of the site was first determined without picking up any but the
most unusual or particularly diagnostic artifacts. Once the areal
extent of the site was determined, rough calculations of its surface
area were made and, for roughly each 40~000 square feet of surface,
an intensively collected artifact sample was obtained. After this
procedure was completed, the site was then generally collected
across its entire surface, with relevant clusterings or other occurrences noted.
The intensive sample was gathered using a dog-leash system (Binford
1964; South n.d.) modified to include a time factor in the collection
procedure. The site was subdivided into approximately equally spaced
40,000 square foot units, and in the center of each a stake was driven.
The area around each stake was then collected to a distance of 25
feet for a period of 20 man-minutes. Because of the overgrown nature
of virtually every site (waist deep in soybeans), this distance was
roughly controlled by a 25 foot string. Workers were instructed to
pick up all inorganic materials that they saw (except the soil itself,
as no samples of this were taken). Ground cover conditions as well as
a brief description of the immediate environment were recorded for each
area collected, and locations were noted on the highway maps.
Each sample, therefore, represents a circle 50 feet in diameter
that was collected for the equivalent of twenty minutes by one worker.
The area collected represented approximately 5% of each acre of the
site. Because different ground-cover conditions prevailed both
within and between sites, this formula was loosely applied; for this
reason detailed maps of each site collected in this manner are provided (Figs. 3-9).
Sites smaller than 40,000 square feet were collected for 20 manminutes in a 50 foot diameter circle at their geographic center, if
such could be determined, and then collected briefly overall. No
time-control was kept on surface collections from sites other than
from the circles intensively collected. Particularly diagnostic or
unusual artifacts which were picked up prior to the placement of
collection circles were stored with the general surface collection.
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Eleven sites were recognized as being within or close to the survey area. Ten of these were collected in the fashion described above;
the eleventh site was a series of earthworks and was not amenable to
this procedure. These sites are briefly characterized in Table 1 and
in the Inventory of Sites in the Research Evaluation section. In
addition, a number of other sites located in the immediate area "are
briefly summarized in the Inventory and in Table 1. These are sites
previously reported to the South Carolina State Highway Department
(Anderson, Michie and Trinkley 1974) and their locations are indicated
on Figure 1. Period classification of all sites reported here was
accomplished through comparison of the artifacts recovered with extant
typological descriptions and interpretations of similar artifacts
from the general region (e.g. Coe 1964; Caldwell and McCann 1941; Reid
1967; Williams 1968).

RESEARCH EVALUATION
This section is presented in two parts, the first part being a
descriptive inventory of the sites in the survey area and the second
part being a critical interpretation and evaluation of the artifact
collection procedure utilized. Descriptive accounts of sites in the
Inventory are restricted to sites immediately affected by possible
construction of the Alternate Two Beltway and to sites that have not
been previously described in the earlier report to the South Carolina
Highway Department (Anderson, Michie and Trinkley 1974). The sites in
the Inventory are described in order of their occurrence as one travels
from west to east over the survey area.
In all, during the August survey, a total of eight man-days were
spent surveying the right-of-way and the surrounding area. Because
much of the Congaree Creek area had been surveyed earlier (Anderson,
Michie and Trinkley 1974), this total is deceptively low. A more
realistic appraisal of the time spent in survey in this area would be
five to ten times as high for the total of the year.
No archeological survey can hope to be completely comprehensive,
nor can we state with absolute assurance that it has determined the
locations of all the archeological resources in any given area. The
competence of the investigators, geologic factors, plant cover, and a
score of other factors all determine whether or not sites may be found.
Nevertheless, it is probable that most of the significant archeological
resources within the survey area have been located.

An Inventory of Archeological Sites in the Survey Area
38LX5
38LX5 covers roughly two acres and is located on the western edge
of a low knoll facing State Route 129 (Fig. 3). The site is characterized
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FIGURE 3:

Controlled Surface Collections in Areas of 38LX5.

by a scatter of ceramtc fragments; quartz and chert points, flakes and
tools; and fire~cracked quartz. Inspection of this material indicates
Woodland and South Appalachian Mississippian occupations. The area of
the site is under cultivation and at the time of the survey was partially grown up in weeds following a recent harvest of corn. Woods
and low-lying fields are located to the north, east, and southeast of
the site. The site appears to be characterized by an intense scatter
of artifacts at the southern end with a diminishing scatter to the
north. The special collection procedure confirmed this impression
(Table 2). This site is located to the south and east of the proposed Alternate Two right-of-way.
38LX82
This site consists of a very small cluster of artifacts in an
area some 40 feet in diameter. The site is under cultivation, with
soybeans the present crop. The terrain is flat and the nearest present source of water is several hundred feet away. The soil is alluvial in nature, consisting of fine silts and sands. The fields
around this site are virtually devoid of archeological materials, although an occasional flake or tool may be found. Judging by the
occurrence of extensive sites located to the north (38LX54, 38LX50)
and east (38LX8l, 38LX19) (Fig. 1), the artifacts found outside of
the small area of clustering may reflect spillover from these adjoining areas. Inspection of the artifacts indicates a late Archaic
and Woodland occupation; due to the alluvial nature of the soil, more
of the site may be undisturbed below the present plow zone. The site
is directly endangered by the Alternate Two route. An intensive sample was collected from the area of this site.
38LX8l
This site covers about two acres and ~s located in a relatively
flat field overlooking the swamp of a tributary of Congaree Creek.
The site is elevated three to four feet above the level of the Swamp
floor, and is presently grown up in soybeans. Inspection of artifacts recovered from the surface indicates occupations for the PaleoIndian, Archaic, and Woodland periods. At the time of the survey
the west end of the site was so overgrown in weeds that collections
could be made only from the east end of it (Fig. 4). The site adjoins
38LX19, located on a slight rise to the east, and merges into it.
Artifact debris is noticeably less apparent in the area between the
two sites, although it never disappears. The soil is alluvial in nature
and the site may therefore be stratified. A test pit dug by Anderson,
Michie and Trinkley into 38LX19 suggested that at least part of that
site was all plow zone. 38LX8l, adjoining 38LX19, may be similarly
affected by plow action. The Alternate Two Beltway directly endangers
this site. One intensive sample was taken from the weed-free eastern
end of the site.
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38LX19
This site, described elsewhere (Anderson, Michie and Trinkley
1974) ts just outside and to the north of the Alternate Two Beltway.
Inspections of surface collections have indicated that the site was
occupied at least occasionally throughout prehistoric times from the
~aleo-Indian through Woodland periods.
A 19th or 20th century occupation is located at the eastern end of the site. A test pit put in
the western end of the site suggests that this part of it has been
damaged by plowing. At the time of this survey the site was grown
up in soybeans. An intensive sample was taken from the center of
Area B (~ig. 4) to compare the results obtained from the special
sampling procedure with those derived from the earlier general collection.
38LX80
This site represents a continuous scatter of artifacts along the
edge of a swampy tributary of Congaree Creek (Figs. 1 and 5). The
location of this site was first noted by James L. Michie, who had
discovered it as part of a program of investigations in the Congaree
Creek area. The terrain of the site is flat and is elevated 5-10
feet above the stream channel. The soil is fine silt and sand of an
alluvial nature, and the area is presently cultivated in soybeans.
Inspection of the artifacts recovered indicates a late Woodland occupation. Three intensive samples were taken as well as a general collection from the surface. This site lies several hundred feet to the
north of the proposed Alternate Two Beltway. The alluvial nature of
the soil suggests the possibility of a deep stratified site with
earlier components undisturbed below the plow zone, although no
materials earlier than Woodland were noted on the surface.
38LX83
38LX83, located at the junction of Congaree Creek and Old State
Road (Fig. 6), is the location of an extensive series of earthworks
built by the Confederate Army during the Civil War. A sharp skirmish
was fought here on February 15, 1965 between elements of Sherman's
advancing Union Army and the Confederate forces defending Columbia.
Portions of these earthworks are still standing along the creek.
38LX83 _. Historical Background
At the start of 1865 the Confederacy was in ruins. The Mississippi
River and most of the western Confederate States were in Union hands.
In Virginia, Grant's army was pressing hard upon Lee's forces, and in
the deep South, Sherman, after capturing Atlanta and rapidly moving
northward across Georgia, had captured Savannah and was refitting his
forces for the march northeast through South Carolina. Although the
final surrender was several months ahead, the Confederate forces were
largely beaten and continually forced to yield ground before the ever-
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tightening ring of Union forces moving on the Capitol at Richmond,
Virginia.
At the end of January, 1965 Sherman's army began moving north
across South Carolina. Except for a few skirmishes where Confederate
forces briefly stood their ground, the advance was unchecked. By the
fourteenth of February advance units of Sherman's forces had reached
the vicinity of Congaree Creek, where a line of defenses guarding
the crossing of Old State Road formed the Confederates' primary defensive line for Columbia.
!he following day the 15th Army Corps under Major General John A.
Logan attacked the Confederate positions. A sharp battle ensued, with
heavy firing exchanged for several hours. The Union forces, momentarily checked in the front, sent troops through the Congaree Creek
swamp to the northwest of the earthworks, and flanked and broke
through the enemy line behind the bridge. The fortifications were
then abandoned and the Confederate forces retreated northward, taking
their artillery pieces with them. The bridge over the creek was fired
but was only partially damaged, and the Union forces moved in behind
the retreating Confederates and occupied the fortifications.
The skirmish had lasted the better part of the day and a number
of casualties were inflicted. The Confederate forces retreated across
the Congaree River into Columbia and burned the river bridge behind
them. By the morning of the 17th, however, Union forces had crossed
the Broad River above the city and on that date Columbia surrendered.
38LX83 -- The Original Defenses:

A Reconstruction

From the documents of officers who were involved in the battle
a partial reconstruction of the military structures built along Congaree Creek can be made. The nature of this reconstruction is, of
course, speculative and interpretive in nature, and may be altered by
the eventual discovery of additional documents or further archeological field work.
A defensive line or a "strong fort" was located on the north side
of Congaree Creek, with artillery guarding the approach to the bridge.
On the south side of the creek was a ~-de-pont, a fortified advance
position or bridgehead. A Union officer involved in the battle described the Confederate defenses after their capture in the following
terms:
The works thus gained were strongly constructed and
most admirably adapted to the defense of the crossing.
(~eport of Bvt. Major General Charles R. Woods, February 21, 1965: u.S. Government, Vol. XLVII, pt. 1, p. 242.)
the Confederate line apparently extended along the creek for an
undetermined distance in either direction, although the strong point
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of the fortifications was clearly located in the ~ediate area of the
bridge. Secondary fortified positions were located along the creek
and offered resistance to Union flanking ef:J:;orts. The Confederate
positions were described by a Union officer as "intrenched on the opposite side of the creek" to the east of the bridge. Positions were
apparently established much the same way to the west and north of the
bridge area, judging by the resistance the Union troops encountered
attempting to flank the fortifications from this direction. The Confederate commander of these fortifications clearly refers to "earthworks" on the north side of the creek. (U.S. Government, Vol. XLVII,
pt. 1, p. 1186.)

On the south side of the creek guarding the approach to the
bridge was "a temporary breast-works of rails" (U.S. Government, Vol.
XLVII, pt.l, p. 1186). During the battle this position was flanked
and the defenders forced to retreat across the creek to the main body
of defensive works, where apparently three pieces of artillery were
deployed.
From the documents it appears that a temporary breastworks with
artillery guarded the south side of the creek, and a well made defensive line, particularly strong at the bridge, was located to the north
of it across the creek. Information on the specific construction and
deployment of the defenses on the north side of the creek is limited
to the Confederate commander's description of them as "earth-works,"
and to the suggestive comments of Union officers involved in the
battle. The connnent about the Confederates' "intrenched" position and
mention of "ditches" as obstacles to overcome during the battle (U.S.
Government, Vol. XLVII, pt. 1, p. 241) all suggest earthworks and
ditches.
38LX83 -- Present Conditions
In the area where Old State Road crosses Congaree Creek the outlines of extensive earthworks may be seen on the north side of the
creek (Fig. 6). The floodplain of the creek itself and the adjoining
ridgeline overlooking it are overgrown in hardwoods. Away from the
creek lie extensive cultivated fields. The earthworks that remain
are located in the wooded belt along the ridge overlooking the creek.
Whether they ever extended into the plowed fields away from the creek
is unknown.
Of the fortified ~-de-pont on the south side ~f the bridge no
trace remains. Cultivated fields run almost up to Old State Road
on either side, and in these ·fields as well as in the thin line of
trees along the road there are no discernible earthworks or depressions, or even artifacts suggesting the position of the salient. Due
to its apparent temporary nature, it may have left little indication
of its presence even right after it was abandoned.
Crossing Congaree Creek heading north, to the east are a line of
earthworks running toward Congaree River. The creek in this area is
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extremely overgrown near the bridge, and consequently was only partially surveyed--from 300 feet east of the bridge to a point well to
the east where the creek turns southwards. The earthworks in this
area are characterized by a low ditch about three feet deep and up
to ten feet wide, with the earth heaped up to the front facing the
creek. On this side of the bridge these earthworks are densely overgrown and extensively disturbed in many areas by drainage ditches,
and in one area by an apparent borrow pit. As one moves further east
from the bridge the earthworks become less and less distinct, until
near the area where the creek turns south, where they are impossible
to separate drom the drainage ditches and other disturbances of a
related nature in the area. When cooler weather brings about a reduction in the ground cover the area near the bridge should be surveyed carefully.
To the west of the bridge extensive and clearly defined earthworks parallel the creek for at least 900 feet before becoming indistinct. Near the bridge these earthworks are standing to a height of
five feet above the surrounding fields and are about 25-30 feet thick
at the base and about 10-15 feet wide at the top in the immediate
area of the bridge. In this same area a ditch about 25 feet wide
and 10 feet deep from the top of the earthworks is located on the
creek side. The ditch is located on the edge of the ridgeline overlooking the creek floodplain; advancing forces climbing the ridge
would have to drop down into the ditch and climb up the earthworks on
the far side to reach the defenders. This arrangement extends for
roughly 350 feet in the vicinity of the bridge in a rough semicircular shaped pattern (Fig. 6).
Just beyond the junction of the creek with one of its tributaries the nature of these fortifications changes. The ditch in front
disappears and instead a shallow ditch is located near the edge of
the ridgeline, with the earth from it heaped up to the front, right
at the edge of the ridgeline. The present ditch is from four to
eight feet wide and two to three feet lower than the ridgeline and
about three to four feet below the heaped up earth. This structure
runs for about 600 feet parallelling the creek, becoming less distinct
away from the bridge (Fig. 6). The creek approaches the ridgeline
here, and there is a sharp drop-off of from eight to ten feet to the
floodplain floor.
The earthworks described would appear to be at least a remainder
of the Confederate defenses along Congaree Creek. The massive bankedand-ditched area near the bridge is suggestive of a strong-point,
serving an ideal vantage point for the positioning of artillery to
cover approaches to the bridge. The less pronounced earthworks paralling the creek would provide relatively good cover for riflemen guarding
the flanks of the bridge.
The area around the bridge has traditionally been a source of
military ordnance and has been in fact extensively damaged from the
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depredations of relic collectors. All along the length of the earth~
works, and both in front and behind them~ the scars of old potholes
may be seen.
38LX83 -- Conclusions
The skinuish fought at the Congaree Creek bridge was not a particularly decisive battle. The result had been decided before the first
shot was fired. Confederate documents imply that the stand outside
Columbia was merely a holding action, and the tenor of these and other
documents suggests that the Confederate commanders had accepted but
were trying to delay the inevitable. The site does represent the last
place the retreating Confederate forces halted and made a determined
stand before the capitol of South Carolina fell. This and the fact
that the defensive earthworks are still standing, make the site significant. Hopefully the site can one day be accurately mapped and
additional historic research on the subject undertaken. The Alternate
Two route runs far to the south of these structures (1,000 feet), but
all due care should be taken to avoid further destruction of them.
38LX69
This site (Fig. 1) has two apparent components, one early historic
and the other late prehistoric. Although it has been reported elsewhere (Anderson, Michie and Trinkley 1974), since that report additional developments in and near the area of the site warrant further
discussion.
Under the direction of James L. Michie a number of motorgrader
cuts were made across the site in April of 1974. Analysis of the
recovered artifacts and features is in progress, but at this point a
preliminary statement can be made. The prehistoric component appears
to be a South Appalachian Mississippian occupation; the artifacts
recovered include Woodstock-like complicated stamped ceramics (Leland
Ferguson, personal communication). The historic ceramics recovered
generated a mean ceramic date of 1778.3 using Stanley South's formula
(South 1972).
In March of 1974 Michael Trinkley conducted a document search and
field survey of the area near 38LX30 looking for the site of the Congaree Garrison of 1718. The problems associated with determining the
location of this site were discussed briefly in the previous survey
report (Anderson, Michie and Trinkley 1974). Trinkley's research
failed to pinpoint the location of the garrison, although from the
documents he makes a strong case for a possible location on the north
side of the creek at the point where it turns to the south (Fig. 1)
(Trinkley n.d.).
A second possible location for the site of this garrison has been
proposed by Charles Gay of Columbia, South Carolina. From document
studies, aerial photographic studies, and test excavation~Mr. Gay
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has located an eighteenth century site on the south side of the creek
opposite 38LX30 (Gay n.d.) (Fig. 1). The area of this s.ite has been
briefly visited by the writer and it appears that a site of this century is, indeed, located here. A series of test excavations are presently being undertaken to detennine the exact nature of this site.
At this time no conclusive statements can be made. The Alternate
Two route passes 400 feet south of this area, and should not affect
this site regardless of final detenninations of its age and identity.
With regard to the problem of the location of the 1718 garrison
it is important to note that, in light of the extensive disturbances
in the area (the Confederate earthworks, drainage ditches, borrowpits, etc.) the site may be disturbed if it is located on the north
side of the creek, particularly if it was near the bridge at Old
State Road and Congaree Creek. All of these areas are from 400 to
1,200 feet north of Alternate Two route, nevertheless the area should
be left undisturbed, if possible, until a more definitive statement on
the location of the fort can be made.
38LX69
This is a small site located in a low field overlooking Congaree
Creek immediately across the creek from 38LX30 (Fig. 1). It was
reported to the Institute of Archeology in May, 1974 by Michael
Trinkley and was found by him as part of his survey to locate Old
Fort Congaree (Trinkley n.d.). Inspection of the artifacts he recovered
indicates a Woodland occupation. The vicinity of this site is where
Charles Gay has discovered the location of an eighteenth century site
(Gay n.d.). At the present time all that can be said is that this
area also has an eighteenth century component. This area is several
hundred feet to the north of the Alternate Two right-of-way, and should
be avoided during peripheral construction activities.
38LX68
This is a large site extending over several acres in cultivated
fields along the west bank of the Congaree Creek (Figs. 1 and 7).
The site was located and reported to the Institute of Archeology in
May, 1974. At that time an extensive surface collection was made.
An inspection of these materials indicated that the site had a South
Appalachian Mississippian component with an associated eighteenth
century component. Materials from the north and south end of the site
suggested the possibility of an associated Archaic component in these
areas.
The right-of-way of the Alternate Two route passes directly
through the part of the site where extensive collections were made in
May. Although the site had been reported before, it was visited again
during the survey in August in order to gather additional information
on its extent and to obtain additional artifacts from the surface. A
series of five intensively collected samples was taken from the surface of the site (Fig. 7).
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FIGURE 7:

Controlled Surface Collection Areas at 38LX68.
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The soils of this site are alluvial in nature and are characterized by fine silts and sands. There is a possibility that undisturbed material may lie below the plow zone. At the time of this survey it was grown up in soybeans and weeds. The site is well known
to local relic collectors and has apparently been collected for years.

38RD87
This site extends over several acres of rich alluvial bottomlands
several hundred feet east of the Congaree River (Fig. 2). The site is
cultivated and is presently grown up in soybeans. Except for infrequent clusterings with large quantities of artifacts most of the site
seemed to be relatively devoid of cultural material. The site may
extend further than the area delimited (Fig. 8), but beyond the area
shown, the fields were too grown up with weeds between the rows of soybeans to make accurate determinations. Inspection of the artifacts
recovered indicate a single component of a South Appalachian Mississippian occupation.
To the north of the site on a low hill is located the city of
Columbia's Sewage Treatment Plant. A plant worker informed us that
when the plant was built large quantities of Indian artifacts were
revealed by the action of the heavy equipment. A subsequent brief
inspection of the area of the plant site failed to turn up any sign
of this occupation, suggesting the ground clearing action had removed
it.

The Alternate Two Beltway passes through this site. Because of
the alluvial nature of the soils of this area features and other cultural materials may be preserved below the surface plow zone. Three
intensive samples were taken from the surface of this site and a
general collection of artifacts from over the surface was also procured.

38RD86
This site is located on the top and slope of a low ridgeline
overlooking a small wooded boggy area to the east (Fig. 9). The site
is in a cultivated field presently grown up in soybeans. The soil is
alluvial in nature, consisting of fine sands and silts. The site
follows the ridgeline closely and extends along it for about 600
feet, never exceeding more than 100 feet in width. The area has been
extensively disturbed by plowing. Inspection of the artifacts recovered indicates a multi-component occupation, with the Archaic,
Woodland and historic periods represented. Three intensive samples
were collected from the surface of this site as part of the survey
procedure. The proposed Alternate Two Beltway intercepts the northern
edge of this site (Fig. 9).

150

C\T'< OF

SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT

COLUMBiA

(CULTIVATED)

_----1:.I.1'\.oJ

Controlled S
FIGURE 8:

-

•

l.

II

Si.~

.
f .)urface Co 11 ectiotl Areas at 38RD87.

151

~

w

W
IL.

o

FIGURE 9:

Controlled Surface Collection Areas at 38RD86.

152

38RD85
This site represents a small cluster of historic artifacts
located within a 30 foot diameter circle on the edge of a soybean
field. The nature of the artifacts (shotgun shells, broken earthenware) suggests that the entire site is quite recent. A high voltage
powerline runs to the north of the site and the ceramics recovered
may be from an insulator that was shot away. One quartz flake was
recovered from the surface. The site probably represents one of many
hunting camps of modern vintage that are in the area; shotgun shells
were observed nearly everywhere as the survey progressed. The one
flake recovered is a novelty, but an occasional flake would turn up in
otherwise barren areas through the survey area and its appearance
here is attributed no special significance. This site is outside of
the right-of~way of the Alternate Two Beltway (rig. 2).
38RD84
This site is represented by a surface scatter of historic and prehistoric artifacts located in a small circular area (roughly 50 feet
in diameter) on the edge of a larger cultivated field. Drainage
ditches cut across the area around the field, and the site itself is
quite marshy. The soils of the site are alluvial sands and silts.
Inspection of the artifacts suggest a Woodland component associated
with a nineteenth-twentieth century historic component. The site is
located in the right-of-way of the Alternate Two route. Because of
the alluvial nature of the soil additional material may lie undisturbed
below the plow zone. Because of the size of this site only one intensively collected sample was made from the entire surface of the site.
Results of the

Sampli~

Procedure

Twenty-one intensive samples were obtained from ten archeological sites in the survey area. In addition to these samples other artifact collections were taken from across the surface of most of these
sites either before the period of the surveyor during it. The purpose of this section is to outline the results of a comparison of
these two kinds of data, and to discuss the potential value of the
specialized intensive sampling procedure as a field technique.
The intensive samples -- 20 man-minutes collecting everything
within a 50 foot diameter circle -- were taken from the surface of
the site in such a fashion as to obtain one sample in the center of
about every 40,000 square foot area. Except for 38LX5 all the samples
came from low-lying fields cultivated in soybeans and characterized
by alluvial soils. All of these fields had been plowed in the spring
and sites in Some of them -- 38LX5, 38LX19, and 38LX68 -- had been
extensively collected immediately after this spring plowing. The
thick ground cover and the alluvial nature of the soil were therefore
relatively consistent in most of the areas from which the samples were
taken.
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Comparison of the artifacts recovered in the general surface
collections ~th those recovered by the intensive sampling method
helped delimit both ~plicit collecting biases and the effect of previous collections on a site's surface inventory. The sites which had
been the subject of extensive surface collection earlier this year,
immediately after plowing, had not been plowed again at the time of
the August survey. The artifacts recovered from these earlier .collections, when compared with the intensive samples, revealed discrepancies possibly caused by both prior collection and collector bias.
The general surface collections appeared to almost completely
ignore cracked quartz, the so-called fire-cracked rocks, as data.
Lithic artifacts of chert, slate, or quartz almost invariably had a
far higher flake to tool ratio in the intensive samples than in the
general collections. This would suggest an intentional selection for
worked material in the general collection procedure.
An inspection of the prehistoric ceramics indicated no apparent
selection bias in either technique; the same approximate percentages
of decorated vs. undecorated and large vs. small sherds were found
to occur in both collection categories. The general collections, however, did produce certain kinds of artifacts~ for example steatite,
on sites where the intensive samples failed to yield them.
As a method for gathering an accurate representation of surface
material on at least part of a site the intensive sample seems to be
more valuable than the general collection procedure. Picking up
everything that appears to be a cultural manifestation leads to a
better appraisal of a site's surface artifacts than consciously or
unconsciously selecting for certain kinds of data, and recording the
occurrence of other artifacts.
The general collection would appear to be oriented toward obtaining categories of artifacts useful in placing sites within a
chronological or cultural perspective. This procedure has the advantage
of permitting the investigator to selectively comb the site for artifacts of this nature, rather than restricting collected data to that
obtained within a small percentage of the surface area of the site.
In particular artifacts that may be somewhat unusual or rare might well
be missed in an intensive sample that covered only part of the site
surface. The Paleo-Indian components of 38LXl9 and 38LX8l, for example,
were determined on the basis of one or two points from each site, none
of which were found in the intensive collections.
Both techniques have their strength and weaknesses. The intensive samples were probably taken, in this survey. from too small an
area of the site te be said to be truly representative. Until all of
the site or some percentage of it can be sampled using a valid statistical method the collections obtained, however intensive, cannot be
said to be representative of other than the area from which they were
taken.
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A combination of the two collecting procedures was utilized here
with the ai~ of yielding results incorporating the best of each technique. The general collection procedure produced enough diagnostic
artifacts to place the period of occupation of each site with some
certainty; the intensive samples indicated what the artifact scatter
on at least part of the site was like.
Comparisons of the intensive samples also yielded interesting
results. The nature and quantity of artifacts differed, as might be
expected, both within and between sites. The variations in artifact
frequencies from samples collected within a site tended to confirm
intuitive observations about the nature of the components on various
parts of the site or the density of the artifacts in particular areas
of it. As was noted in the case of 38LX5~ the southern end of the site
was suspected of having a far richer concentration of artifacts than
the northern end. The intensive samples quantitatively supported
this interpretation.
A rough hierarchy of the sites and subareas within the sites
intensively sampled has been arranged (Table 2); this arrangement
represents one way of comparing artifact densities between and within
sites in a given area. This, of course, rests on the assumption
that the factors causing artifacts to appear on the surface (depth
of plowing, depth of midden, erosive factors, etc.) are the same
throughout. Because most of the sites are quite similar to one another
in their characteristic locations (cultivated alluvial fields), I
feel that the technique does have some merit and warrants further
investigation.
Problems of Prior Collection
It has been noted that a number of the sites had been extensively
collected after the last plowing of the site and prior to the August
survey. An investigation of the samples recovered in the August
survey suggested that data recovered during archeological surveys can
be considerably skewed by prior collection on the site. If knowledge
of this prior collection is lacking, a false impression about the
reliability of the data will result, and subsequent interpretations
may be misleading.
The number of artifacts gathered from 38LX68, circle C, when
compared with the total obtained from the other circles for this site,
particularly from circle D, proved quite surprising (Table 2).
Circle C produced the second highest number of prehistoric artifacts
of any of the five samples, but it was far outstripped in this total by
sample D. What was surprising about this was that the area where
sample C was collected was regarded, prior to this survey, as the
densest part of the site. It was from this area that the extensive
general collections were made late this spring. The area to the north
of C in the vicinity of circles D and E was regarded as peripheral to
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TABLE 2

A HIERARCHAL ARRANGEMENT OF THE INTENSIVE SAMPLES
INDIVIDUAL SAMPLES
Sample

Preh. total

SITE AVERAGES

Pr. COIOP .

Site

X Preh.

8M{

38LX81

84

A

Pr. Compo

38LX68"D"

133

38LX81"A"

84

A

38LX19

73

A

38RD87"A"

84

SAM

38LX68

55

SAM

38LX19"A"

73

A

38LX5

38

SAM

38LX68"C"

62

SAM

38RD87

32

SAM

38LX5"B"

60

SAM

38RD84

27

W

38LX68"B"
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A,W
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W
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38RD87"C"
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2

Preh. total - total number prehistoric
artifacts collected within the
intensive sample.
Pro Compo - Primary component of the
site, period of. Most of the
prehistoric artifacts from the
total area of the site that were
recovered in the intensive
samples appear to be from this
period.
X Preh. - Average of artifacts from all
the intensive samples from one
particular site.

SAM
1

?

SAM - South Appalachian Mississippian
period.
W - Woodland period.
A - Archaic period.
? - Unknown period.
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the site center during the spring survey. The intensive sampling
procedure i~dicated that this impression was somew~t false, in that
the area around sample D produced the greatest number of artifacts.
A possible e~lanation appears when one takes into account external ~actors. The area about sample C was extensively collected immediately after plowi~ in the late spring as indicated. Furthermore,
this site ~s be~n known and surface collected for years by relic
collectors (Michael B. Trinkley, personal communication). It is quite
probable that other collectors had "harvested" the site this year.
Such collecting can skew the value of surface distribution studies,
and may have done so here.
38LX19B is also an example of the phenomenon -- in this case the
intensive sample was placed in an area extensively collected earlier
this spring. This site is also well known to local relic collectors,
and had undoubtedly received their attention this year. I am convinced that any sample obtained from this site will be biased by this
past collecting activity. The particularly high flake-to-tool ratio
observed in the intensive sample almost certainly reflects the selective collection of the site for tools and points by relic collectors.
38LX19 has been tested, as was reported in the Inventory, and it
appears that at least some of the site is completely within the plow
zone. Repeated collection of this part of the site would completely
remove all but a somewhat inconclusive record of the site's presence
(flakes, fire-cracked rock and other "undesirable" artifacts being all
that might be expected to remain).
These examples suggest strongly that past collecting activities
may significantly alter artifact distributional patterns. While this
may seem a facile conclusion, it must nevertheless be borne in mind.
A comparison of intensive collections taken right after plowing (and
a good rain) and again late in the season from known heavily collected
sites might indicate the degree and orientation of such relic collecting activity. The areas intensively collected would, of course,
have to be disjunct. Investigation along these general lines has
been attempted in Arkansas (Schiffer and House 1975).
Conclusions
In this report no attempt has been made to postulate relationships between the surface occurrence of artifacts and possible subsurface conditions of any but a tentative nature, such as suggesting
the possibility of stratified material in the alluvial deposits.
Binford's work at Hatchery West (Binford et al. 1970: 70-71); Reid,
Schiffer and Neff's experiences at Grasshopper (n.d.); and the data
from this survey at 38LX19B have shown rather conclusively that there
are no necessary relationships between surface artifacts and subsurface artifacts or feature distribution. Until excavations have been
made on the sites within the survey area all that can be said is that
a high surface density of artifacts may indicate a high subsurface
density.
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Sim:;i),arly only the most tentative relationships between sites
have been postulated in the form of a loose hierarchy of artifact
density (Table 2). This hierarchy may be used to support inferences
about the nature of the surfaces of one site as compared to another.
FurtRer interpretations involving cultural process have been avoided
as premature (such as postulating that the greater the artifact density the greater the amount of cultural activity). Conclusions such
as these require not only statistically based surface collections
but also complementary excavations.
It is my opinion that a collection procedure utilizing both
intensive collection procedures similar to those used here as well
as general surface collection procedures can be of some significance
in appraising the archeological resources in a particular area.
Modifications of the intensive collection procedure, such as increasing the time factor to accommodate unusually dense artifact
scatter (such as at quarry sites), may be attempted as needed.
It has been stated that:
The question is not whether to sample, for all
archeological recovery is sampling, but how to
secure the sample that best provides data to
answer questions about a past behavioral system
(Reid, Schiffer and Neff n.d.: 1).
This survey has attempted to explore this problem through the use of
a controlled collection procedure that hopefully can be of some value
in the interpretation of the archeological record.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Cultural Inferences Obtained From the Survey
The data recovered is presently undergoing detailed analysis as
part of the record recovered from the vicinity of the Congaree Creek.
Although a final integrative and interpretive report will not be
available for some time, a few preliminary observations may be made at
this time.
The area investigated has been shown to be rich in archeological
resources. Sites have been found with components from Paleo-Indian
to modern time periods, and several sites appear to span this entire
range. In hoth the prehistoric and historic periods there are fewer
sites with early components compared with the number of sites with
later components (Table 1). This would appear to suggest an increase
in the intensity of cultural activity over time, at least in the sense
of the increasingly greater number of areas (sites) that were occupied.
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All of the prehistoric and early historic sites (with the exception of 38LX82) are located quite close to swamps or flowing water.
A preference for elevated knolls or ridges is suggested in the location of the Archaic sites; Woodland material is located almost everywhere. Three of the sites with South Appalachian Mississippian
materials -- 38LX30, 38LX68 , and 38R087 -- are located on relatively
flat, featureless alluvial terrain; the exception is 38LX5 which is
located near a lake on a low knoll.
Ihs.p ection of the material recovered in the intensive samples
(Table 2) indicates that the sites with the greatest apparent artifact density are either Archaic or South Appalachian Mississippian.
The high number of Archaic artifacts from certain sites may be a
result of a preference for such locations over a long span of timej
given the relatively short South Appalachian Mississippian period
the high artifact densities from sites of this period may reflect
somewhat different factors, such as a higher population. Such conclusions, based solely on the number of artifacts recovered from the
surface of sites, may not be trustworthy and need further investigation before the observed pattern may be said to have validity.
Inspection of the artifacts recovered indicates that in all
periods quartz was the preferred knapping material, with slate and
chert poorly represented. Since quartz is locally available along
the Fall Line in the form of cobbles in the rivers, while the other
materials are located either in the Coastal Plain or in the Piedmont
and probably at some distance (the nearest reported chert quarry is
at 38CL17, some twenty miles south), it would appear that most of the
material was locally obtained.
Survey Results
The archeological survey undertaken by the Institute of Archeology and Anthropology in August, 1974 for the South Carolina Highway
Department along and near the Alternate Two Beltway route revealed
that a large number of archeological sites are located in the immediate area. Within the actual right-of-way six archeological sites
were located: 38LX82, 38LX8l, 38LX68 , 38R087 , 38R085 , and 38RD84.
Furthermore a large number of sites of varying significance are located
near the Alternate Route.
It is the recommendation of this writer that disturbance of all
archeological sites outside of the right-of-way should be avoided i f
at all possible. In particular, sites 38LX19, 38LX54, 38LX50, 38LX83,
38LX30, and 38LX69 should be preserved. Each of them contains significant archeological resources documenting the prehistoric and historic
occupation of South Carolina. 38LX50 has such diverse and ancient
occupations it is currently being nominated to the National Register
of Historic Places.
Inspection of the Twelfth Street Extension (north) in Lexington
County indicates that it will intercept two major prehistoric archeo-
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logical sites, 38LX54 and 38lX50. These have been previously described(Anderson. l'U.chie and Trinkley 1974) and their significance
underlined there. If the Twelfth Street Extension is to be used as
a highway path~ the Institute of Archeology and Anthropology should
be notified as soon as possible to enable it to provide a statement
on the resources needed to salvage these sites.
With.i n the actual right-of-way of the Alternate Two route 38LX68
is regarded as being of such significance as to warrant nomination
to the National R.egister of Historic l'laces. Thi.s appears to be a
large late prehistoric village site of scientific importance to the
study of late prehistoric and early historic Indian life in the Congaree River region.
The foregoing survey and analysis constitute l'hase I of the
Institute of Archeology and Anthropology's program of highway archeology. In the event that actual highway construction is to take
place in the Alternate Two corridor, l'hase II will be initiated. In
Phase II further archeological work is required in order to provide
the necessary information upon which to propose mitigation l'hase III
costs.
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